Introduction
This article is concerned with a kind of relative clause which has been given very little attention in the literature.
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(1) a. "I think they got him with the old high-low," Miller said.
That is the what you do against the Rams these days. You hit Miller high and Chandler low.
( The Los Angeles Times, Nov 14, 1994) b. Sylvia Lee-Foo, 61, of Islip, said she was interested in a what a telemarketer from AT&T had to offer until she asked him to send a copy in writing. ( The New York Times, Jul 16, 2000) In (1), it appears that a free relative (FR) is headed by a definite or indefinite determiner. We shall call this type of relative clause determiner-headed FR (DHFR).
Contrary to their initial resemblance to FRs, DHFRs exhibit a similar distribution to headed relatives (HRs) rather than FRs in certain contexts, depending on whether they are headed by the/a. Let us consider the following contrast.
(2) a. There is {a/*the} what passes for a little dock in the area where I usually go. (3) a. In the delightful garden there is {a/*the} small lake which is being turned into a watergarden with unusual waterside plants. b. I cannot remember half of {the/*an} astonishingly clever idea which they were working on.
3 It has been pointed out that a variant of FRs can occur in the post copular position of existential there sentences when it assumes a certain internal structure, i.e., when its internal predicate takes as its complement a small clause whose predicate is an indefinite predicate nominal as in (i).
(
i) There is [what i appears to be [ SC t i a virus/*the virus]]
in this program. (Grosu (2003: 281) ) In (i), it looks as if the small-clause predicate a virus/*the virus were the head of the FR. Examples like (i) are called transparent free relatives by Grosu (2003) , van Riemsdijk (2001) and Wilder (1998) , and downgraded free relatives by Kajita (1977) , since the predicate nominal becomes the head of the construction with the rest being transparent or downgraded. Though we will not go into their analyses, the example in question seems to resist these analyses. If we apply these analyses to the example in question, we attain a representation like [a/*the what passes for [ SC t a little dock]], where a little dock should behave as if it were the head of the FR. It is then not at all clear in this representation why the determiner preceding the whole expression affects its distribution. 4 The informant comments on the slightly degraded status of the the counterpart: it seems redundant to add the to FRs since they are already definite.
(4) a. * There is what you bought on the table.
( Kono (1984: 24) ) b. I couldn't understand half of what people were saying.
(BNC) The DHFR headed by a appears in the post-copular position of existential there sentences in (2a) (cf. Milsark (1974) ) and the one headed by the, in the complement position of the partitive preposition of in (2b) (cf. Jackendoff (1977) ). This distributional fact is replicated by the determiner-headed HRs in (3) and not by the determiner-less FRs in (4). That is, DHFRs share with HRs determiner-headedness, which affects the distribution in (2) and (3). Note also that, as shown in (4), determiner-less FRs are always definite (cf. Caponigro (2003) , Grosu and Landman (1998) and Jacobson (1995) ).
Based on this fact, we will argue that DHFRs are a variant of HRs whose nominal head is derived from morphologically decomposing wh-words, but remains unpronounced for PF-related reasons. By assuming a covert nominal head for DHFRs, our analysis not only accounts for their determinerheadedness, shown in (2), but also predicts several other HR-like properties, as well as properties unique to DHFRs. This paper is organized as follows. In section 2, we will present the general theory of relative clauses we adopt, i.e. the raising analysis of relative clauses. In section 3, we will propose that DHFRs should be analyzed as a kind of HRs whose nominal head, being invisible, is derived by morphologically decomposing wh-words. In section 4, we will show that the prediction our analysis makes, i.e. that DHFRs are similar to HRs, is borne out, by showing that they share four properties. We will show that these properties can be attributed to the covert nominal head derived from the morphological decomposition of the wh-word, which is the main feature of our analysis. We will also present two potentially problematic properties which distinguish DHFRs even from HRs, and show that these properties can also be dealt with by our analysis, given a more detailed morphological analysis of wh-words and the overt/covert nature of the nominal head in DHFRs and HRs. In section 5, we will briefly compare the raising analysis with another theory of relative clauses, i.e. the matching analysis, by using DHFRs as a test ground. We will conclude that our raising analysis is preferable to the matching analysis. In section 6, we will put forth the conclusions of this paper.
The Raising Analysis of Relative Clauses
We adopt the raising analysis of relative clauses (cf. Bhatt (2002) , Bianchi (2000) , Grosu and Landman (1998) , Hulsey and Sauerland (2006) and Kayne (1994) among others). This analysis gives HRs a structure like (5). We assume, contrary to Bianchi (2000) and Kayne (1994) , that the overt determiner requires an NP complement.
(5)
In (5), the nominal head book originates from inside the clause. After forming a DP with the relative operator Op which or pronoun which, the nominal head first moves to Spec,CP. It then moves out of the DP and projects right above the CP (cf. Donati (2006) ). As a result, the clause-external D takes an NP complement [ NP N CP] as in (3), repeated below.
(6) a. In the delightful garden there is {a/*the} small lake which is being turned into a watergarden with unusual waterside plants. b. I cannot remember half of {the/*an} astonishingly clever idea which they were working on. Let us assume that this [ NP N CP] configuration is interpreted as a set intersection between the denotations of N and a gapped CP via predicate modification (cf. Heim and Kratzer (1998: 65) ); in other words, CP is a restrictive modifier of N. On the other hand, determiner-less FRs have a structure like (7) below (cf. Bresnan and Grimshaw (1978) , Caponigro (2003) , Donati (2006) , Groos and van Riemsdijk (1981) and Jacobson (1995) among others).
In (7), the wh-D head what also originates from inside the clause. 6 After moving to Spec,CP, however, it further moves out of and projects right above the CP. As a result, it becomes the clause-external determiner as well as the head of the FR as in (4) Longobardi (1994: 628) and Stowell (1991: 44-45) . 8 Jacobson (1995) proposes a maximality-based semantics of wh-words, which assigns to FRs a denotation of either a single entity or a plural entity depending on whether the open proposition followed by what denotes a singleton set or not. In the latter case, FRs are to be interpreted like universally-quantified expressions; in the former case, they are to be interpreted like definite expressions as in (i). I owe this observation to one of the anonymous reviewers.
(i) a. This decomposition provides a nominal head for DHFRs and enables them to be headed by an overt determiner, as shown in (10). Thus, it accounts for the determiner-headedness observed in (2) and repeated in (11).
The italicized FR in (ia) can be paraphrased by the italicized HR in (ib), which denotes a single entity. The FR in (ia) denotes a single entity because the superlative adverb most narrows the range of the open proposition so as to denote a singleton set. For a somewhat different semantics of wh-words, see Caponigro (2003) . 9 One of the anonymous reviewers asks whether the bound morpheme status of -at is independently motivated. It seems to be supported by the decomposition analysis of demonstratives. As will be discussed in section 4.2.2, under this analysis that is decomposed into th-and -at (cf. note 27). (10) shows the following derivation: after the decomposable wh-DP what moves to Spec,CP, the nominal head -at moves out of the DP and projects right above the CP. As a result, DHFRs contain a [ NP N CP] configuration which is to be interpreted as a set intersection via predicate modification. We assume that the nominal head -at is pronounced with wh-in (10) because wh-and -at are both bound morphemes (see Nunes (2004) , which discusses cases where the tail of a chain has to be pronounced for PF-related reasons).
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Therefore, -at is pronounced in its original position.
11 Although DHFRs look like FRs headed by a determiner, they are, in fact, a kind of HR. 12 10 One might wonder whether a bound morpheme can be bound by another bound morpheme. If it were not possible, however, we could not give a straightforward account for the following paradigm: con-ceive, per-ceive, re-ceive, and so on. Since -ceive is a bound morpheme, we should have a template like X-ceive, where X ranges over appropriate bound prefixes. (Nagahara (1990: 88-89 )) It is then natural to assume that what in DHFRs also takes a full NP complement as well as a null NP complement. However, DHFRs have no overt N head to the left of what. Thus, the null N head analysis has to block a full N head from being raised. Moreover, we have to account for an otherwise unexpected effect observed in DHFRs. Nagahara (1990) points out that if what takes a full NP complement in FRs as in (ib), the meaning of little is implied. However, DHFRs do not have this meaning. Since the null N head analysis requires what to take a null NP complement in DHFRs, it would falsely predict that they also have this meaning. On the other hand, our decomposition analysis does not face these problems. For this reason, we shall pursue the decomposition analysis in this paper.
Predictions
Since DHFRs are a variant of HRs, we predict that they share with HRs properties other than the determiner-headedness. In this section we will present four such properties: DHFRs and HRs can be introduced by why (section 4.1.1); DHFRs and HRs permit a certain definiteness mismatch between the whole phrase and its internal gap (section 4.1.2); DHFRs and HRs allow stacked relative phenomena (section 4.1.3); DHFRs can be paraphrased by HRs with an appropriate nominal head (section 4.1.4). We will show that each property can easily be attributed to our assumption that DHFRs contain a covert nominal head. In addition, we will present two properties distinguishing DHFRs from HRs and try to account for them relying on a more detailed morphological decomposition of wh-words and the overt/covert nature of their nominal head (section 4.2).
Similarities between DHFRs and HRs
Our analysis predicts that DHFRs and HRs should exhibit both syntactic and semantic similarities. We will show below that this prediction is borne out by four such properties.
Why
The first property shared is that DHFRs and HRs introduced by why are acceptable while FRs headed by the same item are unacceptable (cf. Caponigro (2003) (Jespersen (1949: 529) ) b. * I did it why you did it. (Caponigro (2003: 23 )) The italicized DHFR and its HR counterpart in (12a) can be introduced by why. On the other hand, the FR headed by why in (12b) is unacceptable.
Caponigro (2003) analyzes apparent why-headed FRs like (13a, b) as HRs headed by a covert nominal head like (13a′, b′).
(13) a. This is why he never laughs. a′. This is the reason why he never laughs. b. I haven't thought about why he left so soon. b′. I haven't thought about the reason why he left so soon. (Caponigro (2003: 43) ) Though the condition on this deletion operation is not made clear (cf. Caponigro (2003)), we simply follow Caponigro's analysis and assign to why-headed relatives the structure of HRs in (14b) rather than the structure of FRs in (14a). (14) DHFR The reason why why-headed FRs are disallowed might be that the wouldbe head why is analyzed as P rather than D so that it cannot undergo FR formation. 15 Under the assumption that the head of FRs must be of D category, the representation in (14a) is excluded (for a relevant discussion, see Caponigro and Pearl (2009) , according to which where, when, and how in FRs are inherently nominal rather than prepositional). Thus, the whyheaded FR in (12b), being PP, is unacceptable. Since DHFRs are HRs with an unpronounced nominal head, our analysis assigns the structure in (14c) to the why-headed DHFR in (12a).
In sum, we can attribute the contrast in (12) to the presence/absence of a nominal head. DHFRs and HRs contain a nominal head so that they allow why-headed relatives. On the other hand, FRs do not contain a nominal head and, therefore, disallow why-headed relatives.
These examples, as well as the why example in question, seem much rarer than DHFRs containing what, though.
15 I would like to thank the anonymous reviewers for suggesting this account of ungrammatical why-headed FRs.
Definiteness Mismatch
Second, DHFRs and HRs permit a certain kind of definiteness mismatch between the whole phrase and its internal gap. Let us consider the following examples. (15) (Wiltschko (1998: 710) ) In (i), what appears to behave like an indefinite expression clause-internally since it occurs in the post-copular position of existential there sentences (cf. Milsark (1974) ). Wiltschko argues that since this apparent indefinite what is the head of the FR, the FR itself is also indefinite.
Nonetheless, the example itself does not constitute a counterexample to the definite status of wh-words. Let us consider the example in (iia). According to Heim (1987: 30) , the question in (iia) is analyzed as (iib), where the in-situ copy of what in (iia) is translated like "something of kind x."
(ii) a. What is there in Austin? b. What x, there is something of kind x. In (iib), the operator what binds a kind variable x modifying something. The example in (ii), thus, avoids the definiteness restriction since the restriction is applied to something rather than (a kind variable) x. If we extend Heim's analysis to the FR case in (i), we could avoid the conclusion that what is an indefinite expression.
However, this apparent problematic mismatch, in fact, follows from our analysis, under the assumption that the nominal head of DHFRs and HRs itself is unspecified for definiteness. The DHFR and HR in (15a, b), then, have structures like (18a, b), respectively. In these examples the clauseexternal determiner takes as its complement (the projection of) the nominal head once selected by wh(at) or which and determines the definiteness of the whole expressions. This is how DHFRs and HRs come to allow the definiteness mismatch.
( In sum, a certain type of definiteness mismatch between the whole expression and its internal gap is allowed in DHFRs and HRs, but not in FRs, since only the former two utilize their nominal head as a sponge to absorb the definiteness mismatch.
Stacked Relatives
Third, DHFRs and HRs allow so-called stacked relative phenomena, while FRs do not (cf. McCawley (1988) This contrast is also reducible to the presence/absence of a nominal head. Given that a covert nominal head can be the head of HRs (cf. section 4.1.1), DHFRs and HRs can provide their head for a stacking HR to take as its head. Following Kayne's (1994) analysis of stacking relatives, we assume that their structures are as in (20a, b) , respectively. Here, the nominal head of DHFRs and HRs originates from inside Rel and becomes the head of Rel.
(20)
On the other hand, FRs do not contain such a nominal head but a wh-D head. Thus, their structure would be as in (21).
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17 The resulting structures violate the head-complement relation in a strict sense since NP1 should take CP as its complement. We leave this issue for future research.
18 Our analysis is corroborated by the following contrast from McCawley (1988: a. DP the/a NP1 NP1 CP=Rel
454). Note that whether -ever attaches to what is a crucial factor. (i) a. I bought whatever books Mary recommended that I could afford. b. ??I bought what books Mary recommended that I could afford.
The contrast is to be accounted for as follows: the whatever FR in (ia) contains a nominal head in the manner in which the italicized expression in (ii) does (cf. Bresnan and Grimshaw (1978) and Nagahara (1990)).
(ii) He accused Ford of being hell-bent on achieving its cuts by what*(ever) means. We tentatively assume in this paper that whatever in (ia) and (ii) is base-generated in its surface position and takes an NP complement in the same way as articles do, as shown in (iiia, b).
( The paraphrase relation shown in (22) is easily accounted for under the assumption that DHFRs and HRs undergo the same derivational steps and interpretive rules. Since DHFRs and HRs contain a [ NP N CP] configuration and undergo Heim and Kratzer's (1998) predicate modification, they are close in meaning to the extent that we can rather freely replace the covert nominal head of DHFRs with an overt one with a minor modification, e.g., what and have are replaced with that and do, respectively, in (22). On the other hand, FRs are headed by wh-words of D category and assigned strong quantificational force (cf. note 8). Thus, they have to be replaced with a universally-quantified nominal head to retain the original meaning.
To summarize, DHFRs can be paraphrased by HRs since both contain a nominal head, which enables them to undergo Heim and Kratzer's predicate modification. On the other hand, the wh-D head of FRs encodes as its lexical property strong quantificational force, so that FRs have to be paraphrased by HRs with a universally-quantified nominal head to retain their quantificational force.
Properties Unique to DHFRs
In the preceding subsections, we have reviewed and accounted for the four properties which differentiate those relative clauses which contain a nominal head, i.e. DHFRs and HRs, from those which do not, i.e. FRs. In this section, we will point out two properties which distinguish DHFRs from HRs (and FRs) and try to account for them relying on a fine-grained morphological decomposition and the overt/covert nature of the nominal head. 
ACD
The first property unique to DHFRs is that they do not allow antecedent contained deletion (ACD) in the same context in which HRs and FRs do. Let us consider the following contrast.
( 21 In addition to the two properties in the main text, we shall point out that the distribution of DHFRs is so limited that they constitute a very rare case (cf. Jespersen (1949) (24) shows that DHFRs do not allow ACD as HRs and FRs allow it. We should note that the same determiners are used in (24a, b) , and, thus, we could not attribute the contrast to their QR possibilities (cf. May (1985) , Fox (2000) , and Pesetsky (2000)).
We suggest in this paper that the impossibility of ACD reflects an interaction between the morphological decomposition of wh-words and the deletion operation. To show this, we first look again at the decomposition in (9), repeated in (25), and decompose -at in the manner shown in (26) (cf. Chomsky (1995) , Kuroda (1968) and Tsai (1994) If this difference is so significant that one cannot be recovered from the other, the unacceptability of (24a) obtains. On the other hand, if -at is not decomposed in the manner shown in (26), the subsequent raising derives two VPs which contain identical nominal objects, i.e. [ DP (the/a) [ N -at …]] = [ DP (wh-) [ N -at]]. Thus, it would be falsely predicted that DHFRs should allow ACD. Note that the acceptability of (24b, c) is also predicted under our analysis since the heads of HRs and FRs are the indivisible lexical items passage and what, respectively.
We should note in passing that even if the fine-grained morphological de-composition is on the right track, we still have recourse to the bound morpheme status of wh-to account for the covertness of the nominal head of DHFRs. thing is unpronounced just because it is devoid of phonological content from the start, and it is realized as -at only when it forms a morphological unit with some. Only the tail of the chain of thing meets this requirement so that it can be interpreted and realized as -at with its head being deleted. Only the -at derived in this way can satisfy the bound morpheme status of wh-. Thus, we can exclude the possibility of interpreting the head of the chain of thing with its tail being deleted.
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In sum, the impossibility of ACD in DHFRs could be accounted for based on a fine-grained morphological decomposition of wh-words and subsequent raising of the N head, which seems to be a natural extension of our analysis presented in section 3.
Determiners Only
The second property unique to DHFRs is that the type of clause-external determiner seems to be restricted to the so-called articles the/a in DHFRs, while such a restriction is not imposed on HRs. Our corpus study tells us that DHFRs are only headed by articles. (28)- (32) show that DHFRs cannot be headed by quantifiers. As the (b) cases show, on the other hand, HRs can be headed by various quantifiers as well (cf. Nagahara (1990: 20) ).
The reason for the absence of quantifier-headed DHFRs might be that the phonologically defective -at/thing and an overt article are required to be adjacent to each other in order for the latter to license the former's phonological defectiveness. Since quantifiers constitute an article-less context like (28)-(32), they cannot license a covert nominal head -at/thing at all. 25 We assume with Matthewson (2001) that quantifier phrases have the following structure.
In (33), Q requires a null D head which takes an NP complement. Suppose that a phonologically defective -at or thing enters into a licensing relation with an overt functional element left-adjacent to it in (33); this licensing 25 One of the anonymous reviewers asks how the empty nominal head e in (ia) is licensed in the same article-less context ((ia) has been provided by the anonymous reviewer).
(i) a. He asked for books, so I gave him [some e].
b. *A student should chose a major before [the e] reaches the fourth year. c. * Sue toyed with the idea of buying the windsurfer, then decided she didn't want [a e] after all. (Lobeck (1991: 85) ) Since this empty element is not licensed by the overt determiner, as shown in (ib, c), we have to assume that the licensing conditions for this empty nominal head and -at/thing are totally different.
QP Q DP every D NP
φ -at/THING ... requirement is never satisfied in (33). Since D, left-adjacent to N, is occupied by a null element, it cannot be a licensor. Furthermore, it always functions as a kind of phonologically-defective intervener and blocks licensing of -at/thing by every, which, being overt, can be a licensor.
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In this way, quantifiers form an article-less context.
We have three pieces of supportive evidence for our adjacency account. The first and most direct evidence is that quantifiers which can take an overt D complement can head DHFRs. Noting that all can take a [ DP the NP] complement as well as a [ DP φ NP] one, e.g. all the men, let us consider the following example.
(34) A pocket money allowance of pounds 14.10 is set for all the who receive state help towards their nursing home fees.
( The Observer, Apr 27, 1997) In (34), the definite determiner the intervenes between all and who, where -o/person of who occurs. Since the definite determiner the is left-adjacent to -o/person, the former licenses the latter in (34). Second, our corpus study tells us that no adjective can intervene between articles and wh-words in DHFRs. Thus, the following contrast is observed (cf. section 4.1.4, (22)).
(35) a. * Florence Griffith-Joyner's death is a stark warning of the worst what drugs do. b. Florence Griffith-Joyner's death is a stark warning of the worst side effect drugs have. This fact directly supports our adjacency approach given that the position of 26 Similar blocking effects have been observed in Greek prepositions. Let us consider the following contrast in the possibility of cliticization (Lechner and Anagnostopoulou (2005: 394-395) To account for this contrast, Lechner and Anagnostopoulou claim that Class II intransitive P takes DP as its complement directly so as to enable the clitic tu to be adjacent to it while Class III intransitive P takes a PP complement whose P head has meaning content but no phonological form. In the latter case, the covert P head blocks adjacency between the upper P and the clitic and, therefore, cliticization is blocked.
adjectives is in between articles and -at/thing, as shown in (36b).
(36) (36a) is a representation in which no element intervenes and blocks the adjacency relation. On the other hand, (36b) is a representation in which Adj, as an intervener, blocks the adjacency relation. Third, our corpus study tells us that demonstratives cannot head DHFRs, even though they can head HRs. This contrast is shown in (37) and (38). (37) Chomsky (1995: 338) , and Giusti (1994 Giusti ( , 1997 ).
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Based on this analysis of demonstratives, the adjectival component can be analyzed as an intervener which blocks the adjacency relation between th-of demonstratives and the covert nominal head -at/thing as Adj does in (36b). The schematic representation of (37a) is given in (39), where some is omitted. 28 27 Given our morphological decomposition of what, one might wonder whether -at of that should be analyzed as N rather than Adj. One of the anonymous reviewers points out that even if we analyze -at of that as N, we can still count it as an intervener. This analysis makes it possible to treat the -at's in what and that uniformly as N. We leave this issue for future research. 28 We assume in this paper that HRs headed by a demonstrative like (37b) have the following structure.
( A comment is in order. To attain a unified account of the article-less context formed by quantifiers and the blocking effect caused by adjectives, this adjacency condition should be stated in terms of linearity, since adjectives, if they enter syntax via adjunction, are counted as interveners for this adjacency (cf. Bobaljik (2002) . Then, we can reduce the adjective intervener case to the article-less context case. Another possibility would be to focus on the markedness of DHFRs (cf. note 21) and stipulate a much stricter and marked condition imposed on the distribution of thing to the effect that thing, despite its lack of phonological content, must still be linearly adjacent to certain overt D elements including the, a, and the combination of wh-and some. This issue should be left for future research.
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In sum, the licensing requirement and adjacency condition imposed on the phonologically defective -at/thing require DHFRs to be headed by determiners only, and prohibit any other overt element from intervening between determiners and -at/thing.
Summary
We have shown that the prediction our analysis makes, i.e. that DHFRs should be similar to HRs, is borne out by the four shared properties reviewed in section 4.1: (i) why, (ii) definiteness mismatch, (iii) stacked
Since a null N head φ, rather than -at/thing, is the head of HRs headed by a demonstrative, it does not need to be adjacent to th-.
29 I would like to thank one of the anonymous reviewers for bringing this issue to my attention.
relative phenomena, and (iv) semantics. Furthermore, we have presented two properties unique to DHFRs in section 4.2: (v) no ACD, and (vi) determiners only. We have attributed all the properties to the presence of the (covert) nominal head provided by the morphological decomposition of whwords, the main feature of our analysis of DHFRs.
Another Theory of Relative Clauses
In this section, we will compare our analysis of DHFRs with the matching analysis of relative clauses (cf. Bhatt (2002) , Hulsey and Sauerland (2006) and Sauerland (2004) ). We will show that our analysis is preferable to the matching analysis of DHFRs by pointing out an argument against the latter.
The matching analysis assumes that two distinct but (phonologically and) semantically identical nominal heads enter the derivation of relative clauses. HRs, for example, have a structure like (40). While one of the two nominal heads is generated clause-externally, the other is generated clauseinternally, then raised into Spec,CP, and subsequently deleted under (phonological and) semantic identity with the other head.
In other words, this analysis is a hybrid of the raising analysis adopted in this paper and the widely-assumed head external analysis, which posits a nominal head clause-externally and a relative operator without nominal content clause-internally (cf. Heim and Kratzer (1998) and Jackendoff (1977) ). DHFRs, then, would have a structure like (41). In (41) two -at's are generated in clause-external and -internal N positions independently of each other, and the higher one is subsequently deleted under identity. Therefore, the matching analysis assigns to DHFRs almost the same representation as our raising analysis.
The matching analysis derives the covertness of the nominal head in the same way as our analysis, by attributing it to the bound morpheme status of wh-and -at, which are independently selected from the lexicon and concatenated via Merge in syntax. For what to be pronounced, the lower copy of -at has to be interpreted with wh-, with the upper -at being deleted (possibly through chain formation). However, the matching analysis of DHFRs faces a complication our analysis does not face for ACD cases, because these two analyses assign different derivations to DHFRs. It is not clear at all how the matching analysis of DHFRs accounts for the impossibility of ACD discussed in section 4.2.1. Since it posits the clause-external -at as an independent lexical item like book, it falsely predicts that they are no different from HRs in behavior with respect to ACD. On the other hand, our analysis assumes that the clause-external and -internal -at's are derivationally linked by raising. Since this raising allows one of them to change its internal makeup in the course of derivation in the manner suggested in section 4.2.1, our analysis predicts that DHFRs and HRs are different in behavior with respect to ACD. In this respect, our raising analysis is preferable to the matching analysis.
Conclusion
We have argued that DHFRs are a variant of HRs in spite of their initial resemblance to FRs. To derive DHFRs, we have proposed that they are generated by the same derivational mechanism as HRs, but their nominal head is provided by the morphological decomposition of wh-words and unpronounced for PF-related reasons. We have shown that the prediction our analysis makes is borne out by the four properties DHFRs share with HRs as well as the two other properties unique to DHFRs. These properties have all been attributed to the morphological decomposition of wh-words and the covert nominal head it derives. The results are summarized in Table 1 . Finally, we have argued that our analysis suggests that the raising analysis is preferable to the matching analysis, for DHFRs. DHFRs (covert N head)
